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you can derive from those ideas the opportunity at times of manu-
facturing the notion of chimaeras. But whether you are their cause
or not, is it because of this that you are uncertain about the, existence
of anything else besides yourself in the world? Answer sincerely>
I pray) for there is no need for us, whatever the truth turn out to be
about ideas, to search for arguments to decide this matter.

Next you run over the list of the ideas you possess, and besides
the idea of yourself you enumerate the ideas of God, of corporeal
and inanimate things, of angels, animals and men; this is in
order that, since you say there is no difficulty about the idea of
yourself, you may infer that the ideas of men, of animals and of
angels are composed of those which you have of yourself and of
God, and that the ideas of corporeal things might have proceeded
from you also \ But here it occurs to me to wonder how you can be
said to haw an idea of yourself (and one so fertile as to furnish
you with such a supply of other ideas) and how it can be maintained
that the matter presents no difficulties ; when, nevertheless, you haw
really either no idea of yourself, or one which is very confused and
imperfect, as we haw already observed in passing judgment on the
previous Meditation. In it you even inferred that nothing could be
more easily and more clearly perceived by you than yourself. What
if it be the case that, as you do not and cannot possess an idea of
yourself, it may be said that anything else is more capable of being
easily and clearly perceived by you than yourself ?

In my reflections as to the reason why it is the case that neither
does sight see itself, nor the understanding understand itself, the
thought presents itself to me that nothing acts on itself. Thus neither
does the hand (or the tip of the finger') strike itself nor does the foot
kick itself. But since in other cases, in order for us to acquire
knowledge of a thing, that thing must act on the faculty that
discerns it and must convey into it the semblance of itself, or inform
it with its sensible appearance; it is quite clear that the faculty
itself, since it is not outside itself, cannot convey a similar semblance
of itself into itself, and cannot consequently acquire knowledge of
itseJf, or, what is the same thing, perceive itself. And why, do you
think, does the eye, though incapable of seeing itself in itself, yet see
itself in the mirror ? Why, because there is a space between the eye
and the mirror, and the eye so acts on the mirror, conveying thither
its sensible appearance, that the mirror re-acts on it again, conveying
back to the eye that sensible appearance's own appearance. Give me
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